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In the last fifty years, empirical work in economics, psychology, sociology and other fields has produced increasingly powerful accounts of human behavior. This work is clearly important at the individual level and often at the group level, but what -if anything -does it offer for international affairs? Scholars grappling with this question must consider two issues: relevance and proof. Relevance goes to the degree to which insights developed in other settings actually explain how international affairs are conducted. The issue of proof requires us to determine how confident we are about relevance or irrelevance. How much weight do we assign to the strength of the underlying research, to deduction, to analogy, or to other evidence of a connection?
Different fields dealing with international affairs have taken different approaches. Diplomatic studies lies at one end of the spectrum. As a skim through the classic texts demonstrates, this field presumes that individual behavior matters to international affairs and has further embraced the relevance of research on individual and group behavior based on fairly low levels of proof. Fred Iklé's 1964 classic on How Nations Negotiate, for example, contained an entire chapter on "Personalities" and took into account existing psychological research on the bargaining process.
1 Subsequent scholars of diplomacy have similarly drawn on insights from empirical research conducted in other contexts. 2 They acknowledge uncertainty about relevance, but nonetheless think it worthy of inclusion among the many lenses applied to the field. As William Zartman and Maureen Berman put it, "one might well wonder about the value or applicability of this new type of evidence, and yet the proper conclusion is that much of it needs to be translated rather dismissed." 3 International legal scholarship has traditionally been less welcoming of empirically grounded research on individual and group behavior. Although scholars engaged deeply with the question of how states behave in relation to international law, they did little to connect their theories with this empirical research. Instead, they grounded their theories on observations drawn from legal practice 4 or on assumptions of instrumental rationality. 5 But over the last decade, this has changed. There is now a substantial -and rapidly growing -body of work that expressly approaches international law using insights on human behavior drawn from empirical research on individuals and groups, with special attention paid to developments in behavioral economics and cognitive psychology. 6 This new wave of international legal scholarship posits the relevance of certain of these insights and seeks to demonstrate it through a variety of methods of proof.
This chapter explores the potential for connections between micro-level empirical research and international affairs by focusing on a procedural mechanism used at all levels of human society. This mechanism is deadlines. Deadlines -predetermined points in time by which actions are due to be completed -feature in almost every kind of human interaction. Indeed, to date the preparation of this book chapter has involved three deadlines set by the editor (all scrupulously met) and numerous selfimposed ones (none successfully met). They are essential to individual achievement, social interaction, the conduct of business, and governmental operation. In the international sphere, unfriendly deadlines were used at least as far back as the Peloponnesian War. 7 Today deadlines are an inescapable part both of pre-law diplomacy and of the operation of international legal regimes, as I show in Part I through a case study of the Chemical Weapons Convention.
Empirical research on deadlines in other contexts has the potential to be very useful for understanding how deadlines function in international legal practice. For one thing, there is a great deal of research on deadlines in other contexts, but almost none on deadlines in international legal practice. 8 For another thing, as I discuss further in Part II.A, aspects of this research suggest that deadlines can function in non-intuitive ways. These results come largely from experiments conducted in laboratory settings, which allow researchers to answer very precise questions with a high degree of causal certainty. In these settings, psychologists have shown that deadlines can trigger or increase behavior grounded in bounded rationality. For example, people tend to approach negotiations in more close-minded ways once deadlines are set and be more susceptible when making decisions under deadlines to whether choices are framed as losses or gains.
If this research has relevance for international affairs, then it could prove quite helpful for diplomats, negotiators, executive figures in international organizations, and other international actors. First, awareness of this research would make international actors more aware of when they may be acting under premises of bounded rationality and thus more capable of attempting "debiasing" strategies. 9 Second, international actors could harness insights from this research in pursuit of their substantive goals. By way of example, this research suggests that negotiators confronting complex issues should be wary of setting negotiating deadlines too early, that certain types of deadlines can have strategic values that go beyond what a rational choice model might predict, and that international actors seeking to encourage compliance on the part of others should take into account phenomena like the planning fallacy.
Yet these practical payoffs all depend on the relevance of this research 7 THUCYDIDES, THE HISTORY OF THE PELOPONNESIAN WAR 482-83 (Richard Crawley trans. 1874) (describing how a Spartan leader "sent a herald to tell [the Athenians] that, if they would evacuate Sicily with bag and baggage within five days' time, he was willing to make a truce accordingly"); see also, e.g., 1 Samuel 11:3 ("Give us seven days so we can send messengers throughout Israel; if no one comes to rescue us, we will surrender to you"). for international affairs. In Part II.B, I take up the twin issues of relevance and of proof to date. I begin by drawing analogies between findings from this research and the way in which deadlines have worked or failed to work in the context of the Chemical Weapons Convention. These analogies suggest how insights from domestic research, if relevant, might explain aspects of the Convention and ways which it could have been improved. I then consider the issue of proof for and against relevance. This is an immensely complex question. In my view, the evidence suggests that many of the empirical findings discussed here have at least modest relevance to uses of deadlines in international affairs. But considerable uncertainty remains -and while this uncertainty could be reduced by future research, it can never be fully eradicated. Accordingly, as I turn to in Part II.C, the most important question may be whether and when international actors should assume relevance in the face of uncertainty. I suggest that more awareness of these issues and preliminary acceptance of their relevance would be valuable both in pre-law diplomacy and in international legal practice, despite certain differences between these two contexts.
I. DEADLINES IN INTERNATIONAL LEGAL PRACTICE: THE EXAMPLE OF THE CHEMICAL WEAPONS CONVENTION
Deadlines are central to international legal practice. They can be found almost anywhere one looks: in the creation and entry into force of international agreements, in the terms set by international agreements, in the communications among nations and other international actors in relation to international legal obligations, in the operation of international organizations, and in the practice of international tribunals. These deadlines are far from uniform in their legal effects. Some have no legal effect at all, such as many negotiating deadlines. Others mark a legal boundary of opportunity, such as the last date on which a particular treaty can be signed or a legal filing submitted to an international court. Still other deadlines serve as a legal line between compliance and non-compliance with international obligations, such as ultimatums given by the Security Council or reporting deadlines set out in treaties. Separate from these various legal effects (though often related to them), deadlines in international legal practice also vary substantially in their purposes and practical pliability.
To illustrate these points, this section briefly highlights some uses of deadlines in relation to an important multilateral treaty: 12 Under the auspices of a U.N. disarmament group that included both the United States and the Soviet Union, a treaty on biological weapons was negotiated by 1971. The text of this treaty imposed an obligation on state parties to "continue negotiations in good faith" with regard to chemical weapons. 13 These negotiations did continue, but for a long time did so without any emphasis on reaching conclusion. In the mid to late 1980s, the negotiating process picked up, and the General Assembly began to pass resolutions urging the "final elaboration of a convention at the earliest possible date." 14 4, 1990 ).
States to "call for a target date to conclude the convention and recommend the Conference [on Disarmament] stay in continuous session if necessary to meet the target." 15 The negotiators then embraced a target deadline of one last year of negotiations. This was not a deadline with legal effect, but it was a deadline that served to speed the negotiations along. The final version of the treaty was sent on to the General Assembly in September 1992.
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Entry into Force of the Convention. The Convention provided that it would enter into force 180 days after it received its sixty-fifth ratification.
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The date the Convention entered into force -ultimately April 29, 1997 -served as a deadline for several kinds of legal opportunities. For example, it marked the end of the Convention's availability for signature. This was mostly a matter of symbolism, as accession remained an option after the Convention entered into force. Nonetheless, it triggered action: while the overwhelming majority of signatories signed in 1993, which was the year the Convention opened for signature, four out of the eleven subsequent signatures were added in the single month of April 1997.
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The entry-into-force date also served as a deadline in more important ways. In the United States, it galvanized the Convention's supporters from President Clinton on down to strive for the advice and consent of two-thirds of the Senate, as required for the ratification of treaties under Article II of the U.S. Constitution. 20 This rhetorical use of the entry-into-force date as a deadline exaggerated its actual importance. Albright's first concern was legitimate, although in practice the real deadline for it was likely a week or so later than the entryinto-force date. 21 The second and third concerns were not consequences of missing the entry-into-force date, but rather were more general consequences of not being party to the treaty. Finally, as for the trade concerns alluded to, these would at first have applied only to chemicals used almost exclusively for chemical warfare and presumably thus not for the kinds of chemicals that U.S. manufacturers were exporting in practice.
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Yet the impetus of the deadline proved "critical to moving the U.S. process of ratification" 23 at a time when the Senate was generally hostile to 24 The United States ratified the Convention the next day, becoming one of fourteen countries to ratify in the week leading up to the Convention's entry into force.
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Deadlines in the text of the Convention. The Convention was designed to achieve not only state commitment, but also state compliance. Its text is permeated with deadlines -indeed, it is impossible to imagine how the Convention could function without them. There are deadlines by which nations are to take certain actions, most notably for completing the destruction of their chemical weapons and of their production facilities for these weapons. 26 There are deadlines related to the inspection process.
27
There are reporting deadlines for state parties.
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There are procedural deadlines related to how the international organization established by the Convention will operate. 29 And there are other kinds of deadlines as well.
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Unlike the negotiating deadlines and the entry-into-force deadline, most of these deadlines mark the legal line between compliance and noncompliance. Those countries that have failed to meet these deadlines are in violation of international law. In particular, the United States and Russia have violated the Convention's deadlines for the destruction of chemical stockpiles. 31 The 26 Chemical Weapons Convention art. IV(6) (providing that destruction is to be completed within ten years of the Convention's entry into force for countries that are parties to the convention during that period); id. art. V(8) (providing similar deadlines for the destruction of production facilities); see also id. Annex on Implementation and Verification IV(A).C.24-26 (allowing the deadlines for destruction to be extended to up to five more years under certain conditions).
27 Id. art. IX (providing very detailed deadlines that are triggered when State parties raise certain concerns or request inspections with regard to other state parties).
28 E.g., id. art. III(1) (initial declarations due within 30 days of the Convention's entry into force); id. art. IV(7) (specifying various other reporting deadlines); id. art. V(9) (more reporting deadlines).
29 Id. art. VIII(B) (providing deadlines by which certain sessions must occur and by which certain reviews of the Convention must happen); id. art. VIII(D)(39) (providing a deadline for the Technical Secretariat to undertake certain steps) 30 E.g., id. art. X(8)- (9) But long before April 2012, the United States knew that it was not going to meet these deadlines, apparently due to a combination of environmental issues, not-in-my-backyard community concerns, and funding limitations.
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It made a deliberate choice to be noncompliant rather than to ramp up its efforts to ensure compliance or to seek amendment of the Convention. 36 In essence, U.S. officials appear to have calculated that as long as the U.S. continued making genuine, good-faith progress towards the destruction of chemical weapons, it could absorb the normative and reputational consequences of an international legal violation. 37 The United States has now destroyed around 90% of the stockpile it declared in the 1990s, and Russia has destroyed around 60% of its declared stockpile. research on how deadlines function for individuals and to some extent groups, as well as some research on deadlines in relation to government regulation. Interestingly, this research suggests that people tend to set and respond to deadlines in ways that reveal bounded rather than perfect rationality. As one literature review bluntly puts it, "[g]iven the value of deadlines and how frequently people encounter them, it is surprising that people are poor at setting optimal deadlines for themselves."
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This section first engages with some of this social scientific research on deadlines, describing empirical work on deadlines in relation to negotiations, decision-making, project completion, and governmental regulation. It then considers what relevance this research might have for international affairs by returning to example of the Chemical Weapons Convention. It next takes up the question of how much proof we have of relevance or irrelevance. Finally, it considers the extent to which, in the absence of strong proof, practitioners in diplomacy and international law should care about domestic research on deadlines.
A. Empirical Research on Deadlines in Domestic Settings
Deadlines are essential to human activity. They set priorities among different projects, coordinate activity among multiple actors, measure and incentivize compliance, and generally further action where delay is costly. Yet deadlines are a double-edged sword, as the values of avoiding delay are paired with the costs that come with haste. Moreover, both the gains and the costs depend on human behavior in relation to deadlines -and especially on how rational people are in setting deadlines and in responding to them.
In what follows, I briefly describe some empirical research on deadlines in four contexts -negotiation, decision-making, project completion, and administrative law. More particularly, I focus on work which suggests that deadlines can trigger or exacerbate the cognitive biases that broader research in psychology and behavioral economics has shown to exist. I thus do not address the pros and cons of deadlines under a theoretical framework grounded in rational choice. I also omit considerable bodies of research (such as work in cultural studies) and even with respect to work on deadlines in psychology and behavioral economics, my discussion is necessarily incomplete.
Negotiation. Perhaps the area in which deadlines have received the most study has been negotiations between individuals. Lab experiments have studied many aspects of time pressure of negotiations, including how it affects strategy, 44 how it affects concessions and perceptions of concessions, 45 and how it affects the quality of agreements. One important and well-substantiated result is that time constraints lead to less innovative negotiations -i.e., to negotiations that focus on dividing the pie rather than identifying ways to increase its size. 46 More focused work suggests that this result does not simply reflect the fact that less time provides less opportunity for thinking of creative solutions. Instead, it stems at least partly from a cognitive shift: when people feel themselves under time pressure, they are more likely to close off their minds and rely on preexisting assumptions. Decision-making. In the individual decision-making context, research suggests that deadlines encourage people to exercise options. 48 Research also suggests that deadlines magnify the power of heuristics. As one literature review puts it, "Decision makers under time pressure … are less likely to revise their initial impressions, are less likely to deviate from habitual modes of attribution, are more likely to rely on cognitive heuristics, are less accurate, and are less confident in the accuracy of their decisions." 47 Id. at 286-90. This experiment gave two groups of subjects exactly the same amount of time for a negotiation, but told one group that this time was more than enough to complete the negotiation and told the other group that this time limit would make things tight. Negotiating pairs from the group told that that time limit would make things tight proved significantly less likely to come to innovative agreements that grew the pie. Id.
48 See Daphna Lewinsohn-Zamir et al., It's Now or Never! (working paper), available at http://law.huji.ac.il/upload/Deadline.LEWINSOHN.ZAMIR.RITOV.pdf (finding that individuals are more likely to take action when asked to do so under a deadline in contexts such as providing optional feedback). 49 Moore & Tenney, supra note 43, at 307 (citations omitted).
the information she would ideally like to have in order to make a decision, then reliance on heuristics may sometimes be a rational strategy. But research suggests that deadlines may also increase the power of irrational biases as well. One of the core insights in behavioral economics is that people can be responsive to framing effects. For example, they may respond differently to the same event depending on whether this event is characterized as a gain or a loss, because their aversion to perceived losses is greater than their pleasure at perceived gains. 50 Time pressure appears to magnify framing effects in relation to loss aversion. In one lab experiment, each subject was asked how likely it was that he/she would tell a potential buyer of a stereo that another offer had also been received, when in fact there was no such other offer. 51 For some subjects, the instructions framed the transaction as a gain (they had a "25% chance of gaining" a sale) while for other subjects the instructions framed the transaction as a way to avoid a loss (they had a "75% chance of losing out on" a sale). 52 Where the subjects were encouraged to respond as quickly as possible, they showed high susceptibility to the framing effects. Those for whom the transaction was framed as a loss were significantly more likely to answer that they would claim another offer had been received.
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Project completion. Research from a variety of contexts suggests that individuals and groups suffer from a "planning fallacy" of over-optimism about how long it takes to get things done. 54 Deadlines are often essential to generating action, even though people do not always meet them.
Yet deadlines do not always work quite in the ways we might rationally predict. Although a rational choice approach might posit that individuals do better with maximum flexibility (since then they have the most options for how to rationally allocate their time), the existence of intermediate deadlines can noticeably improve performance. One field experiment by Dan Ariely and Klaus Wertenbroch gave proof-readers three error-laden texts to read and randomly divided them to one of three conditions: first, where all three texts were due back at the end of three weeks, second, where one text was due back a week for three weeks; and third, where the proofreaders set their own deadlines (with an outer limit of three weeks). 55 The proof-readers with the assigned weekly deadlines caught the most errors, the proof-readers with the single deadline after three weeks caught the least errors, and the group with self-imposed deadlines performed in the middle. 56 Other research suggests that the first intermediate deadline can play an outsized role in setting the pace on a project. In one laboratory experiment, small groups were given the same total amount of time to complete a project, but were randomly assigned to different sets of intermediate deadlines. 57 Thus, one set of groups had first 5 minutes, then 10 minutes, then 20 minutes for an anagram-solving project, while the other set of groups had first 20 minutes, then 10 minutes, then 5 minutes for the same project. The first set of groups -the ones given shorter initial deadlineswere more substantially productive than the second set of groups.
58 Several other laboratory experiments have found similar "rate persistence."
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Regulatory/Legal Deadlines. The deadlines discussed so far in this section have mostly been small-stakes affairs and it is hard to know the extent to which they scale up to matters of great importance. In addition, these deadlines have also not carried the force of law, and it may be that the normative or practical risks of legal violations trigger different behavioral instincts (or at least different magnitudes). Although research on legal deadlines is more limited, there is some observational work on their role, particularly in U.S. regulatory law. In keeping with the other findings on deadlines, this research suggests that deadlines are often not used to best effect. Regulatory deadlines set in statutes are frequently far too overoptimistic, in a manner evocative of the planning fallacy. Agencies often miss legal deadlines, and even when they make the deadlines it is sometimes at the expense of other tasks that lack deadlines but that may in fact have more substantive importance. Their account bears considerable resemblance to the findings described above in the individual context regarding how deadlines can close minds and overly increase reliance on preexisting heuristics.
B. Domestic Research and International Legal Practice
What if anything does this domestic research on deadlines tell us about international legal practice? This section takes up this question -first in an indirect manner, and then in a more direct one. I begin indirectly by assuming the relevance of this research and considering what it might suggest about the use of deadlines in the Chemical Weapons Convention. This discussion is meant as an example of how insights from domestic research, if relevant, could be useful in international legal design. I then turn directly to the question of how much proof we have of the relevance of these insights.
The Chemical Weapons Convention's Deadlines in Light of Domestic Research on Deadlines
As discussed earlier, the Chemical Weapons Convention has involved many different kinds of deadlines -including negotiating deadlines, decision-making deadlines, and legally binding deadlines for project completion. There are interesting parallels between the role played by these deadlines and the empirical research on deadlines described above.
First, returning to the negotiation of the Convention, it is notable how little emphasis there was on deadlines until near the end of the process. If we assume the relevance of the domestic research discussed above, we would expect that this furthered the likelihood that the negotiations would produce an innovative, surplus-producing agreement. Because of the absence of deadlines in the formative years of the negotiations, time pressure is unlikely to have served either as an objective constraint or as a subjective constraint that caused the closing of minds. And, indeed, in the SCI. 98 (2012) (finding that drugs approved right before FDA statutory deadlines tend to have more safety problems than drugs approved at other times, and concluding that this is likely due to differences in time pressure).
61 Philip Bromiley & Alfred Marcus, Deadlines, Routine, and Change, 20 POLICY SCIENCES 85, 87-93 (1987) ; but see id. at 93-98 (finding that deadlines helped trigger more substantial changes where there was a preexisting period of turmoil).
Chemical Weapons Convention we see a remarkably creative agreement by international legal standards. It is "unprecedented in its scope" 62 and contains a robust and unusual compliance scheme. 63 Second, considering the ratification of the Convention by the United States, it is striking how significant the entry-into-force date proved to this process. As discussed earlier, the practical importance of meeting this deadline was modest at best, but its power as a rallying force was immense. Conveniently, the deadline came towards the beginning of the legislative session, rather than at the packed end of a term. 64 The deadline made it easier for the treaty's supporters to frame timely ratification in a way that would trigger loss aversion -i.e., that failure to ratify by the entry into force date would be an opportunity that would be lost forever if not exercised. Madeline Albright's testimony emphasized the losses that would follow from non-ratification by the deadline: the United States would "forfeit" its Executive Council seat, "lose the right" to set inspections in motion, and "risk serious economic loss" for U.S. industry. 65 Third, regarding how the Convention's deadlines are working in practice, it is clear that many of these deadlines have not been met. Research on deadlines in the domestic context, if relevant, may shed some light on how these deadlines have and have not worked. Research on the planning fallacy would predict that the Convention's deadlines would be over-optimistic, and indeed this has proved to be the case. Some of the Convention's deadlines were probably known to be aspirational when put into place. 66 Yet the fact that the United States has missed the final deadline for destruction of chemical weapons is one that may not have been predicted at the beginning. As discussed earlier, the United States thought that the deadlines would allow it plenty of time. It was too sanguine about the technical ease of the destruction process and also failed to take adequately into account environmental issues and not-in-my-backyard resistance. In consequence, we have what David Koplow describes as an 62 Clinton Letter of Transmittal November 23, 1993. 63 See Bothe et al., Conclusions, in THE NEW CHEMICAL WEAPONS CONVENTION: IMPLEMENTATION AND PROSPECTS, supra note 11, at 591 (discussing how the Convention is "an unprecedented instrument if compared with the provisions of other international disarmament agreements"). 64 By way of contrast, the Law of the Sea Convention entered into force in November 1994, right around the end of a Congressional session. It got no traction at that time and, despite powerful supporters, has still not received U.S. ratification. See Jean Galbraith, Prospective Advice and Consent, 37 YALE J. IN 'TL L. 247, 302 (2012) . 65 Albright, supra note 20. 66 For example, the requirement that nations submit initial declarations within thirty days of the CWC's entry into force had an initial compliance rate of around a third. OPCW 1998 Report, supra note 21, at 3-4 (noting that another third came in over the next five months).
"international law train wreck" -despite being a "prime mover in negotiating and implementing" the Chemical Weapons Convention, the United States has "fall[en] into [a] conspicuous violation."
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Perhaps the Convention's negotiators could have made better initial choices with regard to the destruction deadlines. If phenomena like the planning fallacy and rate persistence are applicable at the international law level and negotiators are aware that this is the case, then negotiators might factor these issues into compliance design. If they factored in concerns about the planning fallacy, for example, negotiators might have structured the compliance regime differently to make more provision for reasonable but unsuccessful efforts to meet the deadlines. Relatedly, the design of intermediate deadlines in the Convention seem problematic if one is conscious of rate persistence. These deadlines -1% destruction by three years, 20% within 5 years, and 45% within 7 years 68 -assumed that destruction would ramp up sharply over time (presumably based on technological assumptions). But if rate persistence is indeed a concern, then this uphill design is problematic. It might have been better to set higher targets earlier, even though the risk of missing these targets would also higher. An approach like this was in fact taken with respect to Syria. The initial deadlines were quite ambitious and were not met. Yet they proved quite effective in furthering the prompt destruction of most of Syria's declared chemical weapons.
As this discussion suggests, if domestic research on deadlines is relevant, then it could be quite useful to diplomats and other international actors. Quite unintentionally, the Chemical Weapons Convention may have harnessed behavioral mechanisms that benefitted it. Although the absence of initial negotiating deadlines stemmed from Cold War realities, it may have proved valuable in enabling the development of a far-reaching and creative agreement. And although the triggers attached to the entry-intoforce provisions had other purposes, they ended up helping the Convention's U.S. supporters rally around the entry-into-force date and to frame non-ratification by that date as a loss for the United States. In the future, diplomats could use these mechanisms more strategically. Similarly, if the domestic research on deadlines is relevant to international regime design, than it has important implications for how deadlines can most effectively further compliance on the part of states and other international actors. 67 Koplow, supra note 31, at 319. 68 Chemical Weapons Convention Annex on Implementation and Verification IV(A).C.17 (containing the deadlines for Category 1 substances).
The Challenge of Proving Relevance or Irrelevance
This section considers how relevant the domestic research on deadlines discussed here is to international legal practice. Broadly speaking, I focus on two related forms of proof: first, evidence addressing the broader relevance of behavioral principles to international legal practice; and, second, evidence specific to the use of deadlines. Taken together, I think the evidence suggests that this domestic research is relevant (and more than trivially so), but also that this evidence is not conclusive.
Behavioral Principles. There is an increasing body of work linking behavioral insights to international legal practice. A core insight in favor of this connection is deductive: evidence strongly suggests that bounded rationality is a general human trait and, after all, international legal practice is ultimately the work product of humans. Against this is doubt about whether international actors partake of behavioral traits in ways predictable enough to be helpful in understanding international legal practice. This doubt stems from the potential heterogeneities between domestic experimental subjects and international decision-makers, the group-based nature of international decision-making, and the complexity of international issues and processes. Empirical work is increasingly bridging this gap and showing that, at least in some contexts, the connection holds. This work includes research showing that groups also display bounded rationality (though with somewhat different emphases) 69 and work indicating bounded rationality on the part of international actors in certain contexts. In prior work on treaty clauses allowing states to either opt in or to opt out of International Court of Justice jurisdiction, for example, I have shown that states behavior does not follow the predictions of a rational choice model but rather parallels findings from domestic behavioral research.
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The more that behavioral principles are shown to be at work in international legal practice in certain contexts, the stronger the case is for concluding that behavioral principles are at work as well in other contexts. Yet this inference can only be a cautious one. The relationship between behavioral principles and outcomes is heavily context dependent and requires "due regard for the relevant decision-making capacities of the actors in [their] specific setting." Deadline-Specific Evidence. With regard to the use of deadlines, I think the evidence supports a connection between at least some of the empirical findings in domestic contexts discussed above and international legal practice. The broader principles developed from this research -that low time pressure fosters more creative agreements, that framing matters, and that the planning fallacy is common -have evidentiary support from a variety of contexts. Observational findings in the domestic regulatory context, as discussed above, appear consistent with these principles. The prevalence of these findings suggests that they will likely prove true in international legal contexts. Moreover, some matters of international legal practice are largely domestic in practice, including ratification and aspects of implementation. Here, the parallels to the domestic regulatory context are even stronger.
We also have some initial work connecting behavioral patterns from the domestic context to the international context. I offered the case study of the Chemical Weapons Convention above primarily to show how empirical findings in the domestic context, if relevant, could help with good regime design, but I think this case study is also suggestive of relevance. For example, the U.S. failure to meet its destruction obligations seems like a straight-forward case of the planning fallacy. Far more extensively, Marco Pinfari has explored the role of deadlines in peace negotiations, using four case studies and data drawn from sixty-eight negotiations.
72 While, as noted earlier, work in diplomatic studies has historically been quite open to drawing inferences from domestic empirical work, Pinfari's work is the most up-to-date exploration of how domestic empirical research on negotiating deadlines might relate to their use internationally.
73 Pinfari finds a negative correlation between peace negotiations undertaken under conditions of time pressure and the ultimate durability of resulting agreements.
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Pinfari concludes that "this analysis goes some way to confirming the argument that emerges from a variety of works in experimental psychology according to which the absence or low levels of time pressure can be associated with positive negotiation results in the presence of elements of complexity." Although supportive of the relevance of behavioral principles to the international use of deadlines, there is nonetheless considerable grounds for doubt. Case studies may be a matter of looking under the light and in any event may support alternative causal hypotheses. Perhaps deadlines have played an entirely rational role in the Chemical Weapons Convention. The innovative agreement could stem not from open minds occasioned by the absence of deadlines, but rather by good negotiators taking sensible advantage of additional time; the entry-into-force date may have served as a rational focal point for President Clinton and the Senate; and the U.S. failure to destroy its chemical weapons by the compliance deadline may have been due not to an initial planning fallacy, but rather to strategic noncompliance or a rational change in priorities. I read the evidence as solidly supporting a behavioral account in relation to the second and third issue (and unclear on the first issue), but I cannot conclusively rule out these alternatives. Pinfari's results are similarly vulnerable to alternative explanations. For example, low time pressure could correlate to better outcomes in peace negotiations because better negotiators and mediators happen to prefer patient approaches. Alternatively, the correlation could be explained simply by the objective benefits that come with more time for deliberation.
Much more research is needed to fine-tune our understanding of how deadlines operate in the international legal context and the ways in which behavioral principles are applicable. The particulars matter, and the evidence on the particulars is less than ideal. For example, it is hard to know how strongly the laboratory-grounded finding that deadlines subjectively close minds translates to actors working with long-term rather than immediate deadlines. Similarly, while the planning fallacy is wellsupported, there is less strong evidence about how best to overcome it or harness it. The increased use of well-structured intermediate deadlines seems like a mechanism with promise, but more work would be useful in assessing this. we would rationally expect) by states and non-state actors as well.
78 Case studies, quantitative observational work, and perhaps some elite-focused experiments would help elucidate these issues. Especially in the absence of field experiments -and these are functionally impossible in most real-world international legal contexts 79 -we must operate against a backdrop of uncertainty about causal mechanisms and continually update our best understandings in light of additional evidence.
C. Deadlines, Diplomacy, International Law
Proof of the degree and manner of relevance of domestic research on deadlines to international legal practice remains modest. Yet the question of relevance is one of immediate practical importance. If deadlines tend to trigger a subjective closing of the minds of international negotiators, for example, then perhaps negotiators should undertake extra efforts to avoid setting deadlines early on (even at the cost of shorter ones down the road). If deadlines make the costs of not ratifying a treaty unusually salient, then perhaps important treaties should tie more consequences to ratification by particular dates. If the planning fallacy holds for international actors, then we should predict considerable non-compliance with international legal deadlines despite good faith intentions. If states are susceptible to rate persistence, then negotiators, executive actors in international organizations, and non-state actors might want to strive to structure compliance regimes to take advantage of this susceptibility. The more international actors exhibit behavioral tendencies, the more these tendencies should matter for the design and implementation of timing mechanisms.
Given uncertainty, what should practitioners take into account in setting deadlines? The fields of law and diplomacy have traditionally taken different approaches to these questions. Work in international law says very little about deadline design generally. By contrast, scholarship in diplomatic studies, including scholarship aimed at practitioners, has historically included considerable discussion of negotiating deadlines. This discussion tends to identify all kinds of considerations, including empirical research in other contexts, 80 but to avoid drawing strong conclusions.
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Importantly, even where this work does offer specific suggestions based on behavioral research, as with Pinfari's work, the focus is exclusively on negotiating deadlines, rather than on the kind of deadlines that negotiators might put into agreements. More awareness about empirically grounded insights from other contexts on deadlines and bounded rationality would be valuable to international practitioners, even though considerable uncertainty remains about the applicability of these insights. This awareness should be holistic in nature. Whether diplomats, international lawyers, or others, practitioners engaged in negotiations can potentially benefit not only from insights regarding negotiating deadlines, but also from insights regarding optimal deadline design for decision-making and project-completion purposes. After all, in the international legal context it is typically negotiators who set compliance deadlines (and most other forms of deadlines as well). Conversely, international actors involved in meeting deadlines -whether diplomats, international lawyers, or others -could benefit from awareness of how bounded rationality might have affected the choices of negotiators in setting the deadlines as well as in thinking about how bounded rationality might affect choices related to compliance with these deadlines.
In making this call for awareness, I do not mean to equate international diplomacy and international law. As an empirical matter, diplomatic deadlines and international legal deadlines may trigger different behavioral effects on actors -for example, to the extent that law makes a deadline for opportunity clearly a firm one, actors might feel greater loss aversion to missing the deadline. Moreover, there is an important normative difference between deadlines for political decision-making and deadlines for legal compliance, as missing the latter kind of deadline puts a country in violation of its international legal obligations. Yet to the extent that behavioral tendencies cut across these differences, practitioners on both the diplomacy side and the legal side should take them into account among the many other factors that inform decision-making. 80 E.g, IKLÉ, supra note 1, at 72-80 (posing a number of considerations in relation to deadlines, although relying heavily on examples from past international negotiations); ZARTMAN & BERMAN, supra note 2, at 191-199 (drawing on a variety of sources in discussing deadlines); Dean Pruitt, Strategy in Negotiation, in KREMENYUK, supra note 2, at 89; cf. ROGER FISHER ET AL., GETTING TO YES 141 (1991) (approaching negotiations as a unitary field across domestic and international contexts and discussing practices on deadlines in labor negotiations).
81 E.g., ZARTMAN AND BERMAN, supra note 2, at 194 (concluding rather unhelpfully that " [d] eadlines tend to facilitate agreement, lower expectations, call bluffs, and produce final proposals, but also lead negotiators to adopt a tough position that will make them look good if -and therefore when -the negotiations fail").
Going beyond awareness, I also think practitioners should rely on insights developed from domestic research on bounded rationality in setting and responding to deadlines, at least to a modest extent. An easy case is where a practitioner is choosing between options which have different implications from a behavioral perspective but otherwise look equally good. Madeline Albright's testimony on the Chemical Weapons Convention is an example. She could have framed ratification by the entry-into-force date as a gain for the United States, or she could have framed non-ratification by that date as a loss for the United States. If framing does not matter, than either approach should sound equally persuasive, but if framing can trigger loss aversion, then the latter approach would do more to accomplish her goal of U.S. ratification. Therefore, she should have -and did -frame nonratification by the entry into force date as a loss for the United States.
Other situations will require more complicated calculations. Consider, for example, the issue of how to set optimal compliance deadlines. On the one hand, projections about when compliance can be achieved are likely to be over-optimistic. But if deadlines are too early, then they can no longer serve as a useful boundary for separating actors striving in good faith from actors who are willfully non-compliant. Moreover, once these deadlines are past, even good faith actors may be less motivated to achieve compliance, since their default has become non-compliance. On the other hand, deadlines help motivate action, especially since "work expands so as to fill the time available for its completion."
82 If deadlines are set to compensate for the planning fallacy and to accommodate the slowest actors, then actors who could comply more promptly may nonetheless wait until the deadlines and the least capable actors may wait too long to get started. These kinds of calculations will necessarily be heavily context-dependent, but there should be a thumb on the scale in favor of design choices that accord with behavioral insights.
III. CONCLUSION
Where the use of deadlines and other procedural design mechanisms are concerned, scholars of both diplomacy and international law should consider the relevance of existing empirical research in psychology and behavioral economics.
The case study of the Chemical Weapons Convention offered in this chapter shows how this research might help explain features of international legal design and improve it going forward. The discussion here is only a tentative starting point. Much more work is needed to establish just how relevant the various strands of this research are 82 Parkinson 's Law, The Economist (Nov. 19, 1955) , available at http://www.economist.com/node/14116121.
